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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such mat the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 13, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rooke (US Patent No. 5, 535, 067). 

Regarding Claim 1, Rooke teaches a method of establishing a data transfer rate 
between a moving storage medium and a read/write device, said method comprising the 
steps of: 

Reading successive reference regions on the moving storage medium to derive a 
timing signal having a frequency that varies directly with variations in the speed 
of the moving storage medium (Col. 3, L. 45-52); 

Processing the timing signal to provide a clock signal having a frequency that is a 
function of the timing signal frequency, and thereby represents the speed of the 
storage medium (Col. 3, L. 28-67 and Col. 4, L. 5-15); 

And using the clock signal to determine the rate for writing data to the moving 
storage medium, so that rate is proportional to the speed of the moving storage 
medium (Col. 3, L. 28-67 and Col. 4, L. 5-15). 

Apparatus claim (13 and 23) are drawn to the apparatus corresponding to the 
method of using same as claimed in claim (1). Therefore apparatus claims (13 and 23) 
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correspond to method claim (1), and are rejected for the same reasons of anticipation as 
used above. 



Regarding Claim 3, Rooke teaches all the limitations of Claim 1. Rooke further 
teaches wherein locking a variable frequency oscillator to the timing signal to generate a 
data transfer rate (See Element 18). 

Regarding Claim 4, Rooke teaches all the limitations of Claim 3. Rooke further 
teaches wherein locking the variable-frequency oscillator includes bringing a phase- 
locked loop into lock (Col. 2, L. 43-54). 

Regarding Claim 5, Rooke teaches all the limitations of Claim 3. Rooke further 
teaches wherein the variable-frequency oscillator is a voltage-controlled oscillator (See 
Element 18). 

Regarding Claim 6, Rooke teaches all the limitations of Claim 1. Rooke further 
teaches wherein reading data from the moving storage medium at a rate proportional to 
the speed of the moving storage medium (Col. 3, L. 54-63). 

Regarding Claim 11, Rooke teaches all the limitations of Claim 1. Rooke further 
teaches wherein the reference regions reside on at least one track from a plurality of 
tracks located on the moving storage medium (See Summary of Rooke). 

Regarding Claim 14, Rooke teaches all the limitations of Claim 13. Rooke 
further teaches wherein a filter, wherein the output of the ohase detector is coupled to the 
control input odf the voltage-controlled oscillator through the filter (See Fig. 5). 

Regarding Claim 15, Rooke teaches all the limitations of Claim 14. Rooke 
further teaches a digital filter (Element 27). 
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Regarding Claim 19, Rooke teaches all the limitations of Claim 13. Rooke 
further teaches wherein the reference regions are located on at least one track (it is 
inherent that the servo timing regions are located at least at one track of the disk in order 
to adequately indicate the location of the head on the disk.). 



Regarding Claims 24 and 25, Rooke teaches all the limitations of Claim 23. 
Rooke further teaches a direction of motion (See the Summary, wherein Rooke teach that 
the medium has speed of rotation, therefore it must have motion in order to rotate.) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 2, 7, 8, 12, 20-22 and 26-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Rooke in view of Albrecht et al. (US Patent No. 6, 021, 013). 

Regarding Claim 2, Rooke teach all the limitations of Claim 1. However, Rooke 
does not explicitly teach wherein each of said reference regions extends in a second 
direction that is perpendicular to said first direction and respective reference regions are 
interleaved with timing based servo regions that extend along diagonals with respect to 
said first and second direction. This limitation is taught by Albrecht et al. in Figs. 4-6, 
wherein it teaches the servo timing patterns, one being vertical to the movement of the 
read head throughout the tape (See Fig. 2 of Albrecht et al.) and the other diagonal to the 
perpendicular servo pattern. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify Rooke's invention with the 
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teaching of Albrecht et al. in order to the directionality of the servo regions in order to 
determine the timing in the medium and therefore, the position of the head as explained 
by Albrecht et al. in the Summary of the Invention. 



Regarding Claims 7 and 8, Rooke teach all the limitations of Claim 1. However, 
Rooke does not explicitly teach wherein the medium is a tape. Albrecht et al. teaches a 
magnetic tape medium as seen in Fig. 2. 

Regarding Claim 12, Rooke teach all the limitation of Claim 2. Rooke teaches 
reading the medium according to the speed of the moving medium (See to Summary of 
Rooke). 

Regarding Claims 20-22, 27 and 28, Rooke teach all the limitations of Claims 13 
and 23, respectively. However, Rooke does not explicitly teach wherein the reference 
regions are extended in a different direction from a direction of motion, that are 
perpendicular and that they are interleaved. Albrecht et al. teaches the servo reference 
timing regions to be in a different direction from a direction of motion, that are 
perpendicular and interleaved as observed in Figs. 2 and 4-6. 

Regarding Claim 26, Rooke teach all the limitations of Claim 24, However, 
Rooke des not explicitly teach wherein the motion is linear. Albrecht et al. teaches in 
Fig. 2, a tape medium and head wherein its motion is linear according to the tape length. 

6. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rooke 
(US Patent No. 6, 775, 084) in view of Zortea et al. (US Patent No. 6, 389, 090). Rooke 
teach all the limitations of Claim 14. However, Rooke does not explicitly teach wherein 
the filter is an analog filter. However, this feature is well known in the art as disclosed by 
Zortea et al., wherein it teaches the use of a analog filter in a phase detector (Pat. No. 6, 
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389, 090; Col. 2, L. 15-25). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify Rooke's invention in order to 
generate pulses which are proportional to the phase errors (Pat. No. 6, 389, 090; Col. 2, 
L. 15-25). 



7. Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rooke (US Patent No. 6, 775, 084) in view of Contreras et al. (US Patent No. 5, 
995, 306). 

Regarding Claims 17 and 18, Rooke teach all the limitations of Claim 13. 
However, Rooke does not explicitly teach wherein a memory buffer, a write head and a 
second read head. Contreras et al. further teach a memory buffer and a write head among 
a plurality of read/write heads that read/write data from the memory buffer to the moving 
storage medium at a rate proportional to the data transfer rate (Col. 41, L. 42-57). It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to modify Rooke's invention with the teaching of Contreras et al. in order to 
control the data. 

8. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rooke 
(US Patent No, 6, 775, 084) in view of Gillingham et al. (US Patent No. 6, 075, 666). 
Rooke teach all the limitations of Claim 23. However, Rooke does not explicitly teach 
wherein the reference regions are recorded at a first frequency and the servo bands are 
recorded at a second frequency that is distinct from the first frequency. However, this 
feature is well known in the art as disclosed by Gillingham et al., wherein it teaches 
regions that are recorded at a first frequency and the servo bands are recorded at a second 
frequency that is distinct from the first frequency (Pat. No. 6, 075, 666; Col. 2, L. 57 to 
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Col. 3, L. 22. Gillingham et al. teach the use of plural frequencies in order to monitor the 
tape head position.). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, 
at the time the invention was made, to modify Rooke' s invention in order to control the 
head relative to the position to the tape. 



Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-29 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Glenda P. Rodriguez whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7561. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Thursday: 7:00-5:00; 
alternate Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Hudspeth can be reached on (571) 272-7843. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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